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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments, see Remarl<s, filed 1/9/2008, with respect to the 
rejection(s) of claim(s) 1-9 under 102(b) and 103(a) have been fully considered and are 
persuasive. Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn for claims 1-12. However, 
upon further consideration, a new ground(s) of rejection is made with Ricl<etson et al. 
(5,307,978) in view of Sabyeying (6,062,459) for claims 1-12. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claims 3 and 4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. Claims 3, 4 are indefinite because it is unclear what 
is meant by "facing away from...". For the purpose of examination, facing away from 
will be taken to mean away from the front end of the apparatus/away from the second 
clamp. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 



(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
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the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Ricketson at al. (5,307,978) in view of Sabyeying (6,062,459). 

Regarding claims 1 and 7, Ricketson et al. has a wirebonding apparatus for 
wirebonding a lead frames, which comprises a wirebonding frame 26 (i.e. platform), an 
indexing device for indexing the lead frame 10 in an index direction relative to the 
wirebonding frame (figure 2). There is a first, stationary clamp 33 (top) and 34 (bottom) 
in the index direction relative to the wirebonding frame 26 (figure 2 and column 4 lines 
31-50). Ricketson et al. does not specifically state more than one row of lead frames. 
However, Sabyeying does have a stationary wire bonding clamp 100 for bonding two 
rows of lead frames 117 (figure 2). Ricketson et al. states that the Y table 19 can move 
in the Y direction (figure 2 and column 4 lines 31-38). Having the ability to move in the 
Y direction with a multiple lead frame clamp by Sabyeying would enable more than one 
row of lead frames to be used with the system. It would have been obvious at the time 
of the invention to use more than one row of lead frames to have a more time efficient 
wirebonding system. 

Ricketson et al. also states a second clamp 40 (grippers on the indexing head 
16) for indexing and clamping lead frames that is movable in the index direction to the 
wirebonding frame (figure 4). While Ricketson et al. doesn't mention the movable clamp 
clamping the second row of lead frames, it would be capable of doing so by use of the 
optical sensors 32 (figure 2) there by permitting the movable clamp to be located exactly 
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opposite any one of tine bonding sites of tlie lead frame (column 5 lines 54-59). This 
wirebonding apparatus uses an automatic wire bonder to perform wirebonding 
operations at the bonding site 72. The wirebonding tool bonds the semiconductors that 
are gripped 40 and indexed by the indexing head 16 and brought to the stationary 
clamp (column 7 lines 8-16 and figure 2 and 4). 




Regarding claim 2, Ricketson et al. states that lead frames are separated by a 
pitch, P (column 3 lines 38-40). Ricketson et al. does not state that the rows are 
separated by a pitch, P. However, it would have been obvious at the time of the 
invention to all lead frames evenly spaced from each other by a pitch, P to prevent 
misalignment when multiple rows are being clamped and to ensure enough space 
between each lead frame for wire bonding. 
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Regarding claim 3, Ricketson et al. does not state that there are multiple rows. 
However, Sabyeying does show two rows of lead frames. While Sabyeying only shows 
two rows of lead frames In figure 2, it is stated that there could be 8 or more openings to 
allow for more lead frames (column 4 lines 23-31 ). This would allow for multiple rows 
such as a further row of lead frames located on the side of the first row facing away 
from the second row of lead frames. It would have been obvious at the time of the 
invention to use multiple rows of lead frames because it will create a more time efficient 
system by being able to clamp and wirebond more than lead frame at a time. 

Regarding claim 4, Ricketson et al. does not state that there are multiple rows. 
However, Sabyeying does show two rows of lead frames. While Sabyeying only shows 
two rows of lead frames in figure 2, it is stated that there could be 8 or more openings to 
allow for more lead frames (column 4 lines 23-31 ). This would allow for multiple rows 
such as further row of lead frames located on the side of the second row facing away 
from the first row of lead frames. It would have been obvious at the time of the 
invention to use multiple rows of lead frames because it will create a more time efficient 
system by being able to clamp and wirebond more than lead frame at a time. 

Regarding claim 5 and 10, Ricketson et al. does not mention multiple rows of 
lead frames. However Sabyeying does have two rows of lead frames (figure 2). It 

would have been obvious at the time of the invention to use multiple/two rows of lead 
frames because it will create a more time efficient system by being able to clamp and 
wirebond more than lead frame at a time. 
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Regarding claim 6, Ricl<etson et al. states that the first clamp is stationary relative 
to the index direction (x-direction) (41-50). 

Regarding claim 8, Ricketson et al. states that while the automatic wire bonder is 
performing bonding on the site, the gripping mechanism 40 releases the lead frame 10 
from the bonding site 72 and repositions itself using the sensor 32 (column 7 lines 8-16 

and figure 2 and 4). 

Regarding claim 9, Ricketson et al. has the first clamp 33 and 34 that is situated 
opposite from the second clamp 40 (figures 2 and 4). 

Regarding claim 1 1 , this is a method of intended use for the apparatus. While 
intended use recitations cannot entirely be disregarded, in composition and article 
claims, the intended use must result in structural difference between the claimed 
invention and the prior art in order to patentably distinguish the claimed invention over 
the prior art. It is in the position of the examiner that the prior art structure is capable of 
performing the intended use and therefore meets the instant claims. 

Regarding claim 12, this is a method of intended use of the clamps for the 
apparatus. While intended use recitations cannot entirely be disregarded, in 
composition and article claims, the intended use must result in structural difference 
between the claimed invention and the prior art in order to patentably distinguish the 
claimed invention over the prior art. It is in the position of the examiner that the prior art 
structure is capable of performing the intended use and therefore meets the instant 
claims. 
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Conclusion 

Due to new grounds for rejection on claims 1-12, tliis action is NON-FINAL. 

Any inquiry concerning tliis communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to ERIN P. BARRY whose telephone number is (571)270- 
3634. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Thursday from 8am- 
5pm Eastern time. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, 
the examiner's supervisor, Stanley Silverman can be reached on (571) 272-1358. The 
fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned 
is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

EPB 

2/25/2008 



/M.Alexandra Elve/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 1793 
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